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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address -- 
Period for Reply 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Allingham, 
U.S. 5,937,182, in view of Fay, U.S. 6,324,665. 

As per claim 1 : 

Allingham teaches to a hardware verification method that includes obtaining a set 
of packets to be driven by a DUT, starting multiple drive loops that force the obtained 
packets into the DUT, utilizing multiple expect loops wherein each expect loop 
determines when a packet is expected to arrive as well as picking up said packet, and 
checking for all loops if the expected packet arrives within a specified time period and 
raising a flag if the expected packet does not arrive within the expected time period 
(Fig.2; Fig.3; Col.4: 26-29, 40-42, 46-68; Col.5: 7-67). However, Allingham fails to 
explicitly teach that timing and relation criteria are obtained which determine the 
sequence in which the packets should be driven as well as confirming that the timing and 
relation criteria are satisfied prior to allowing the drive loop to force the DUT (Col. 3: 1- 
4). Fay teaches to a method of DUT testing that includes timing and relation criteria that 
are obtained which determine the sequence in which the packets should be driven as well 
as confirming that the timing and relation criteria are satisfied prior to allowing the drive 
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loop to force the DUT (Fig.4; Col.7: 59-67; Col.8: 1-4, 32-37; Col.9: 55-58). It would 
have been obvious for one of ordinary sill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate the inclusion of timing and relation criteria that are obtained which determine 
the sequence in which the packets should be driven as well as confirming that the timing 
and relation criteria are satisfied prior to allowing the drive loop to force the DUT into 
the device testing method of Allingham because the inclusion of the techniques disclosed 
by Fay allow for precise error detection in the testing analysis, thus creating a more 
robust testing system (Col. 10: 8-13). 
As per claim 2: 

Allingham teaches to allowing the drive loop to force the DUT includes obtaining 
permission to drive the DUT (Col.6: 23-29). 
As per claim 3: 

The method of Allingham wherein determining when to expect a packet driven by 
the DUT further includes determining permission to drive the DUT (Col. 5: 54-59; Col.6: 
23-29). 

As per claim 4: 

The DUT of Allingham is a bus bridge (Col. 1: 32-34). 
As per claim 5: 

The DUT of Fay can be a data switch (Col.2: 18-32). 
As per claim 6: 
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The method of Allingham teaches to monitoring an output of the DUT, 
determining whether a packet driven by the DUT is picked up by an expect loop, and 
raising an error flag if the packet is not picked up by an expect loop (Col. 5: 60-67). 
As per claim 7: 

The method of Allingham allows for bus communication of the expect and drive 
loops over a bus (Fig.2) and monitors activity on the bus and raises a flag if the bus is idle 
for more than a specified amount of time (Col.5: 54-59). 
As per claim 8: 

Allingham teaches to a hardware verification method that includes obtaining a set 
of packets to be driven by a DUT, starting multiple drive loops that force the obtained 
packets into the DUT, utilizing multiple expect loops wherein each expect loop 
determines when a packet is expected to arrive as well as picking up said packet, 
checking for all loops if the expected packet arrives within a specified time period and 
raising a flag if the expected packet does not arrive within the expected time period, and 
monitoring an output of the DUT, determining whether a packet driven by the DUT is 
picked up by an expect loop, and raising an error flag if the packet is not picked up by an 
expect loop (Fig.2; Fig.3; Col.4: 26-29, 40-42, 46-68; Col.5: 7-67). However, Allingham 
fails to explicitly teach that timing and relation criteria are obtained which determine the 
sequence in which the packets should be driven as well as confirming that the timing and 
relation criteria are satisfied prior to allowing the drive loop to force the DUT (Col. 3: 1- 
4). Fay teaches to a method of DUT testing that includes timing and relation criteria that 
are obtained which determine the sequence in which the packets should be driven as well 
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as confirming that the timing and relation criteria are satisfied prior to allowing the drive 
loop to force the DUT (Fig.4; Col.7: 59-67; Col.8: 1-4, 32-37; CoL9: 55-58). It would 
have been obvious for one of ordinary sill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate the inclusion of timing and relation criteria that are obtained which determine 
the sequence in which the packets should be driven as well as confirming that the timing 
and relation criteria are satisfied prior to allowing the drive loop to force the DUT into 
the device testing method of Allingham because the inclusion of the techniques disclosed 
by Fay allow for precise error detection in the testing analysis, thus creating a more 
robust testing system (Col. 10: 8-13). 
As per claim 9: 

Allingham teaches to allowing the drive loop to force the DUT includes obtaining 
permission to drive the DUT (Col.6: 23-29). 
As per claim 10: 

The method of Allingham wherein determining when to expect a packet driven by 
the DUT further includes determining permission to drive the DUT (Col.5: 54-59; Col.6: 
23-29). 

As per claim 1 1 : 

The DUT of Allingham is a bus bridge (Col. 1 : 32-34). 
As per claim 12: 

The DUT of Fay can be a data switch (Col.2: 18-32). 
As per claim 13: 
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The method of Allingham allows for bus communication of the expect and drive 
loops over a bus (Fig. 2) and monitors activity on the bus and raises a flag if the bus is idle 
for more than a specified amount of time (Col. 5: 54-59). 
As per claim 14: 

Claim 14 is the corresponding apparatus claim to method claim 1. As such, 
analogous reasoning to that used in the rejection of claim 1 above can be further applied 
in the rejection of claim 14. 
As per claim 15: 

Claim 15 is the corresponding apparatus claim to method claim 6. As such, 
analogous reasoning to that used in the rejection of claim 6 above can be further applied 
in the rejection of claim 15. 
As per claim 16: 

Allingham teaches to a controller that controls communication between drive 
loops, expect loops, and the DUT (Fig.2). 
As per claim 17: 

Claim 17 is the corresponding apparatus claim to method claim 4. As such, 
analogous reasoning to that used in the rejection of claim 4 above can be further applied 
in the rejection of claim 17. 
As per claim 18: 

Claim 18 is the corresponding apparatus claim to method claim 5. As such, 
analogous reasoning to that used in the rejection of claim 5 above can be further applied 
in the rejection of claim 18. 
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As per claim 19: 

The system of Allingham includes a bus that delivers the communication between 
the loops and the DUT (Fig.2). 
As per claim 20: 

Claim 20 is the corresponding apparatus claim to method claim 7. As such, 
analogous reasoning to that used in the rejection of claim 7 above can be further applied 
in the rejection of claim 20. 



3. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicants 



Conclusion 



disclosure. 



a. 



Carter et al. 



U.S. 5,958,035: Fig.4 



b. 



Lowe 



U.S. 6,073,194: Fig.5 



Lowe et al. 



U.S. 6,154,801: Fig.9 



d. 



Knapp et al. 



U.S. 6,370,493: Fig.2, Fig.3a 



4. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew C. Dooley whose telephone number is (703) 306-5538. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Albert Decady can be reached on (703) 305-9595. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 746-7239 for regular 
communications and (703) 746-7238 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 





Matthew Dooley 
Examiner AU 2133 
June 27, 2003 



